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FLEM NG, Adnmini strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
clainms 40, 41 and 61-77. Cdains 1-39, 42-56, and 58-60 have
been cancel ed by applicant and claim57 stands allowed by the
Exam ner .

The invention is directed to a character display unit
having a picture nmenory for storing characters in a nulti-
color franme and a color transform ng mechanismfor “cross-
col or mapping” at |east part of the characters. Color changes
of certain charac- ters may be nmade nanual ly or automatically,
based on the type or position of certain selected characters,
not based on content. The color transformations are intended
to inprove the overall legibility of a displayed page.

Figure 1 diagranmatically represents the operation of the
cl ai med col or transformati on apparatus. Specifically, circle
20 represents the color transform ng nmechanismw th alterna-
tive input color and character signals on arrows 22 and 24 and
cor- respondi ng transformed output color and character signals

on arrows 26 and 28, respectively (page 4, lines 36-37).
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On arrow 22, each input elenent or character has an

associ ated col or indicator for a specific predeterm ned col or:

red (R}, green (G and/or blue (B) (page 5, lines 2-5).

Arrow 24 shows an alternative input where the
characters/supporting el enents are subdivided into groups with
each group having color indicators, K, K, K, . . . , which
are not assigned to a specific color (page 5, lines 10-16).

Arrow 26 shows one out put option where each specifically
assigned input color indicator is converted into a single
specifically assigned output color indicator according to a
fi xed conversion pattern (page 5, lines 17-29). Under this
out put option, one or nore of the input colors may be
di spl ayed as a different output color.

Arrow 28 shows an alternative output option where each
assigned input color indicator K, is assigned an output col or
based on character type/location (page 5, lines 30-34). The
specification is less than clear as to how these col or val ues
are assigned except to say that they can be manual |y chosen by

the designer or automatically chosen according to severa
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tables listing color values in order of contrast on pages 6
and 7 of the specification.
Specific enbodi nents are shown in block diagramformin

Figs. 2 and 3. Block 30 represents a keyboard or other nenory

device to supply character information signals on line 33 and
synchroni zing signal information on line 31 to a picture
menory 34. In the case of Fig. 2, the picture nenory is
preceded by a histogram forner 32, which detects col or

i ndicator signals. A picture nmenory 34 stores one or nore
pages of information or a bit map. The stored information is
then transmtted to a charac- ter generator 36, which receives
i nformati on about each character or bit, including a color
code (page 10, lines 9-23). These com ponents receive a
synchroni zing signal fromcontrol unit 42 so that the
character code information can be consecutively read and
converted into pixels having a three bit color indication
(page 10, lines 32-34). The clained apparatus can al so detect
speci fic character categories and/or specific text configura-
tions in the output signal of the character generator by neans

of a detector in the character generator which is set by
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control unit 52 (page 11, lines 6-14). The output signal of
the charac- ter generator is received by the transform ng
devi ce 38, which acts on the signal according to the strategy
received fromthe histogramforner 32 and/or control unit 54
to convert the character code color information or to | eave it
unchanged (page 12, lines 15-22).
| ndependent cl ainms 61 and 69, reproduced bel ow, are
representative:
61. A character display unit, conprising:
a picture nenory for storing all characters
di spl ayable in a nmulti-color frame together with
col or code information defining a plurality of
respective hues,
col or transform ng neans havi ng an i nput
connected to the picture nenory for cross-col or
mappi ng at | east part of said characters according
to a color |ook-up table, and
di spl ay neans for displaying said frane and
havi ng an i nput connected to the color transform ng

means, wherein

said color transform ng neans are controll abl e
inafirst and in a second state, such that

1) in said first state said col or
transform ng nmeans are operative for mappi ng two of
sai d respective hues on a single destination hue in
said multi-color frame, and

i) 1in said second state said col or
transform ng neans are operative for nmapping two of

5
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sai d respective hues on at

| east two respective

destination hues in said multi-col or frane.

69. A character

a picture nenory for storing al
di spl ayable in a multi-color frane;

di splay unit,

conpri si ng:

col or transform ng nmeans havi ng an i nput
connected to said picture nenory for cross-col or
mappi ng at | east part of said characters, and

di spl ay neans for

means, wherein

di spl aying said frane and
havi ng an i nput connected to said col or transform ng

said color transform ng neans are
controllable in a first and second state, and

operative for

1) in said first state,

mappi ng at

a first selection of said stored characters on a

first destinati on hue and a second sel ection of said

stored characters on a second destinati on hue as
based on content and/or supporting elenents of said

first and second sel ecti ons,

[ sic]

ii) in said second state,

respectively, and in

mappi ng al |

characters of said first and second sel ecti ons on a

si ngl e destination hue.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

St aar
Iwai et al. (lwai)

Havel

Nopp et al. (Nopp)
(Canadi an patent)

4,016, 365
4,710, 806

4,734,619

1, 200, 631

Apr. 5,
Dec. 1,
(filed June 24,
Mar. 29,

(filed July 7,

Feb. 11,

characters

| east

1977
1987
1986)
1988
1986)

1986
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Practiword 1.05, 5 PC Magazine, no. 2, 159-61, 173-74 (Jan.
28, 1986)

The specification is objected to under 35 U . S.C. § 112,
first paragraph, as failing to provide an adequate witten

description of the invention as now cl ai ned because it does

not provi de support for the clainmed “color |ook-up table.”
Clains 40, 41, 61-68 and 75 stand rejected under 35 U S. C

8§ 112, first paragraph, for the reasons set forth in the
objection to

the specification. Cdains 40, 41, 62-68 and 75 stand rejected
as being dependent on a rejected base claim(claim®6l).

Additionally, the following clains stand rejected under

35 U S.C 8§ 103 over the prior art: (1) clains 40, 41, 61,

64- 66, 68, 69 and 76-77 over Nopp in view of Havel; (2) clains

62, 63, 67 and 73 over Nopp in view of Havel, as applied to

claims 61 or 69, and further in view of Iwai; (3) clains 70-72

and 74-75 over Nopp in view of Havel, as applied to claimb6l

or 69 above, and further in view of PC Magazi ne or Staar.
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Rat her than reiterate the argunents of Applicant and the
Exam ner, reference is nmade to the brief and answer for the

respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
After a careful review of the entire record including
Applicant’s Brief and the Exam ner’s Answer, we sustain the
rejection of clains 40, 41, 61-68 and 75 for lack of witten

description under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph. W also

sustain the followi ng rejections because we concl ude t hat
the clains woul d have been obvious to one of ordinary skill
in the art within the neaning of 35 U.S.C. §8 103 as foll ows:
(1) clainms 40, 41, 61, 64-66, 68, 69 and 76-77 over Nopp in
view of Havel; (2) clains 62, 63, 67 and 73 over Nopp in view
of Havel and further in view of Iwai; (3) clainms 70-72 and 74-
75 over Nopp in view of Havel and further in view of PC
Magazi ne or Staar.

At the outset, we note that Appellant states on page 3 of
his brief that the clains are divided into two groups which

stand or fall together: (1) clainms 40, 41, 61-68 and 75; and
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(2) clainms 69-74, 76 and 77. Al clains in group 1 depend
directly fromindependent claim6l. Al clains in group 2
depend, directly or indirectly, fromindependent claim 69.
Wthin each group, the individual clainms have not been argued
separately with any reasonabl e degree of specificity. Accord-
ingly, the clains of group 1 will be considered to stand or
fall together with claim6l and the clains of group 2 will be
considered to stand or fall together with claim®69. See,

e.d., Inre N elson, 816 F.2d 1567, 1572, 2 USPQ2d 1525, 1528

(Fed. Cir. 1987).
REJECTI ON UNDER § 112, T 1
The witten description requirenment requires that an
appl i cant nust “convey with reasonable clarity to those
skilled in the art that, as of the filing date sought, he or
she was in

possession of the invention.” Vas-Cath Inc. v. Mhurkar, 935

F.2d 1555, 1563-64, 19 USPQ2d 1111, 1117 (Fed. Cr

1991) (quoted in Hyatt v. Boone, 146 F.3d 1348, 1354, 47 USPQd

1128, 1132 (Fed. Cir. 1998)). Wwen a clained [imtation is
not expressly described and inherency is relied on to support

that limtation, an applicant is required to establish that
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the necessary and only reasonabl e construction to be given the
di scl osure by one skilled in the art is one which will |end
cl ear support for the limta- tion in question. Hyatt, 146
F.3d at 1354-55, 47 USPQ2d at 1132 (reconciling various verba
expressions of the witten descrip- tion test as requiring the

same showi ng for conpliance with the statute); Kennecott Corp.

v. Kyocera Int’'l, Inc., 835 F.2d 1419, 1423, 5 USPQd 1194,

1198 (Fed. Cir. 1987), cert. denied, 486 U S. 1008 (1988);

Langer v. Kaufman, 465 F.2d 915, 918, 175 USPQ 172, 174 (CCPA

1972).

Al though a witten description “does not have to descri be
exactly the subject matter clained, . . . the description nust
clearly allow persons of ordinary skill in the art to
recogni ze that [he or she] invented what is clained.” In re

Gosteli, 872 F.2d 1008, 1012, 10 USPQd 1614, 1618 (Fed. G r
1989) (citation omtted).

The exam ner argues on page 9 of the answer that clains
40, 41, 61-68 and 75 lack witten description in the
specification to support the clainmed “col or |ook-up table.”

Appel l ant’ s specifi- cation as filed does not explicitly use

10
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the words “col or | ook-up table.” However, Appellant argues on
page 3 of the brief that the disclosure on page 6 of the
specification, considered in conjunction with the disclosure
on pages 10-11, provide descrip- tive support that
transform ng device 38 nay be a “color | ook-up table.”

Page 6 of the specification describes various col or
di spl ay options for text pictures, based on character type,
character frequency and col or contrast. No reference is nade
in this por- tion of the specification to a “color |ook-up
table.” Page 11 generally describes the transform ng device
of bl ock 38 as capa- ble of transform ng characters into any
one of eight different avail able colors (page 11, lines 1-3).
More specifically, the functioning of block 38 is described as

foll ows:

Control unit 54 accordingly forns setting signals
for the transform ng device 38. These signals

i ndicate the respective nodes, for exanple
“unchanged”, “display according to colum A of table
1", “display characters in a specific manner
according to detection by the detector of character
generator 36". Actually, the logic circuits for the
abovenenti oned detection and control are elenentary
and are not further discussed

11
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for the sake of shortness. Thus a picture in two or

nore col ours can appear at the output of

transform ng device 38. A uni-coloured picture

(plus a different background col our) can al so

appear, but this is already known.
(Page I'l, lines 14-23.) This description says nothing about
the structure or conponents of transform ng device 38.
Al t hough the specification describes the function of
transform ng device 38 as responding to control signals from
vari ous conponents to effect a color change in certain output
characters, there is no descrip- tion of whether this is done
by a “col or |ook-up table” or by sone other kind of circuitry.
It is not even clear that the protocol used to transform
colors would conme fromthe trans- form ng device 38 itself, or
fromsonme external control circuit such as the histogram
former 32, character generator 36 or control unit 54.

As the Exam ner noted on page 9 of the answer, “[a]

trans- formng device is not always a | ook-up table,” and it

coul d be

any nunber of circuit elenents including discrete |logic
devi ces, anal og devices with A/D converters, or a

m croprocessor which cal culates an algorithmfor col or

12
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conversion. W find the Examner’s interpretation of a | ook-
up table to require the retrieval of previously stored val ues.
Upon a review of Appellant’s specification, we fail to find
any previously stored values for color transformation. In any
case, appellant has not established that the “necessary and
only” reasonabl e construction of this disclosure supports the
claimed “col or | ook-up table.” For purposes of satisfying the
witten description requirenment, it is not enough that one nay
find it obvious to provide a clained limtation, rather, the
limtation in question nust be expressly described or

ot herwi se supported by the disclosure. See Lockwood v.

Anerican Airlines Inc., 107 F.3d 1565, 1572, 41 USPQd

1961, 1966 (Fed. Cr. 1997) (“One shows that one is ‘in
possession’ of the invention by describing the invention, with

all its clained limtations, not that which makes it obvi ous.”

(enmphasis in original) (quoted in University of California v.

El i

Lilly and Co., 119 F.3d 1559, 1566, 43 USPQ2d 1398, 1404 (Fed.

Cr. 1997))). Accordingly, the rejection is sustained.

13
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REJECTI ONS UNDER § 103
l. Clains 40, 41, 61, 64-66, 68, 69 and 76-77 stand rejected
over Nopp in view of Havel. As an initial matter, we nust
interpret the scope of the clains prior to considering whether
t hey woul d have been obvious in view of the prior art. See

Rockwell Int’'l Corp. v. United States, 147 F.3d 1358, 1362,

47 USPQ2d 1027, 1029 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (“The first step in any

invalidity or infringenent analysis is claimconstruction.”).

Claim6l is directed to a character display unit
conprising a picture nenory, color transform ng nmeans which
perforns cross- col or mappi ng according to a col or | ook-up
tabl e, display neans, wherein the color transform ng neans is
controllable in a first and second state. In the first state,
the color transform ng nmeans maps “two of said respective hues
on a single destination hue,” and in the second state it maps
“two of said respective hues on at |east two respective
destination hues.”

Claim69 differs fromclaim6l in two ways: (1) no color

| ook-up table is clained; and (2) the “cross-col or nmappi ng” of

14
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characters is based on the “content and/or supporting
el enents” of the characters being mapped in the first and
second states or the color transform ng neans.

Appel lant’ s specification fails conpletely to define
“cross-color mapping” and is less than clear in its
description of how the different states function. However,
during exam nation, we are required to give the clains their
br oadest reasonable inter- pretation consistent with the

specification. ln re Mrris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054, 44 USPQd

1023, 1027 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Accord- ingly, given the

br oadest reasonable interpretation, we construe the clained
“cross-col or mapping” to nerely require transform ng

one or nore input colors to one or nore different output
colors. The two states described in claim6l, therefore,
merely require a first state where two hues or input colors
are transforned to a single output hue or color, and a second
state where two input hues or colors are transfornmed to two
respecti ve out put hues or colors, which may or may not be
different fromthe input color. The sane is true of the two

states in claim®69, however the color transformati ons of claim

15
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69 take into account rel ated character and/or supporting
el ement information.

Turning now to the prior art, with respect to claim61l,
Nopp teaches all of the clained elenents with the exception of
a “cross-col or mappi ng” whereby an input color is changed to

a

di fferent output color. Specifically, Nopp teaches a contro
arrangenent for a nulti-colored visual display unit to be used
wi th characters, graphic patterns and/or other multi-color
i mages such as a television picture (page 2, lines 1-6). Nopp
recog- nizes the problemof legibility in color displays due
to |l ow contrast of relatively dark characters and the relative
| ack of sensitivity of the eye (Nopp page 3, |ines 6-10).
Nopp seeks to renedy this by adjusting the brightness of the
di spl ayed colors to create greater contrast (Nopp page 4,
lines 8-17).

Nopp di scl oses a picture nenory or “imge store” (page 5,
lines 12-13) and a display unit AE with a screen (page 8, line

28 to page 9, line 1 and Fig. 2). Additionally, Nopp

16



Appeal No. 95-1423
Application 07/928, 883

di scl oses a control unit (Figs. 2 and 4) containing a
“converter” which “converts first code words assigned to the
relatively dark colours into second code words which are
assigned to the cor- responding brightened col ours” (page 5,
lines 15-17). This converter is analogous to the clained
col or transform ng neans and functions in at |east two states
wher eby the converter can either, in a first state, forward
the col or signals unchanged to the inmage repetition store
(page 15, lines 7-15) or, in a second

state, produce additional brightness signals to brighten the
col or signal associated with certain characters (page 15,
lines 1-6).

Mor eover, the converter UML (Fig. 4) is described as able
to “contain a store in which the background col our which
applies to the character array in question is internediately
st or ed, and the brightening of the relatively dark col ours
can take place in dependence upon the contents of said store”
(page 15, lines 12-15). W agree with the exam ner that this
suggests a color |ook-up table to one of ordinary skill in the
art, since the transform ng device acts in accordance with the

i nstructions stored i n UM.

17
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Whil e Nopp admttedly does not change the col or tone
(Nopp page 4, line 21 to page 4a, line 2), this is taught by
Havel . Havel is directed to solving the sanme problem as Nopp,
nanely, inproving legibility of a color display by inproving
contrast between displayed characters and their backgrounds
(Havel ,
col. 1, lines 36-41). Havel acconplishes this by changi ng
t he out put color of the background to a conpl enentary col or of

the di spl ayed character (Havel, col. 6, lines 14-20). This

transformation of one input color to a different output col or,
dependi ng on the color of the character and/or stored
supporting character information teaches the broadly cl ai nmed
“cross-col or mappi ng” function of clains 61 and 69.

We find that one of ordinary skill in the art, faced with
the problemof inproving legibility of a color display, would
have been notivated to nodify the system of Nopp to provide
for color change, rather than nerely increasing brightness,

according to the teachings of Havel. |In view of the teachings

18
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of Nopp and Havel, one of ordinary skill in the art would have
found the subject matter of clains 61 and 69 to be obvi ous.

W note that Appellant has not argued the limtation of
mappi ng two respective hues on a single destination here found
in claim6l. Instead, Appellant argues that the clained
i nvention is not obvious in view of the applied conbination of
ref erences because Nopp fails to teach cross-col or mappi ng,
and Havel only teaches cross-col or mappi ng of the background,
not the characters thenselves. Appellant’s argunents are
unper suasi ve because he attacks the teachings of the
references individually, rather than addressing their conbined
teachings. A conbination of references leading to a

concl usi on of obvi ousness cannot be defeated by

attacking all of the references individually. E.g., Inre

Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 1097, 231 USPQ 375, 380 (Fed. Cir

1986); In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 426, 208 USPQ 871, 882

(CCPA 1981).
As di scussed above, “cross-color mapping,” given its
broadest reasonable interpretation, nerely requires trans-

formation of a given input color to a different output color.

19
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Havel clearly teaches transformng a given input color for the
background of a character to a different output color in order
to inprove contrast. Nopp teaches transformation of the

bri ghtness of a character itself, as opposed to transformtion
of the back- ground. As discussed above, one of ordinary
skill in the art would have known to conbi ne these teachings
to actually trans-formthe color of the character in a color

di splay, in order to inprove contrast and legibility.

Appel  ant further argues that neither Nopp nor Havel
teaches a color |ook-up table. W disagree. Wen eval uating
ref erences for purposes of obviousness, it is proper to take
into account not only the specific teachings of the
ref erences, but also the know edge of the skilled artisan.

E.q., Inre Graves, 69 F.3d 1147, 1152, 36 USPQ@d 1697, 1701

(Fed. Cir. 1995), cert. denied, 517 U S. 1124 (1996); In re

Preda, 401 F.2d 825, 826, 159 USPQ 342, 344 (CCPA 1968). As
we found above, the disclosure of Nopp suggests a “col or | ook-
up table” in its description of UML.

Furthernore, this teaching conbined wth the teachings of

col or

20
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change in Havel woul d have suggested use of a “col or | ook-up
table” as claimed to one of ordinary skill in the art.
Appel | ant argues that claim69 recites "content and/or
supporting el enents” which is not shown or suggested by Nopp
or Havel. The Exam ner responds to this argunent on page 12
of the answer that this limtation reads on the control SAZ
and SG&GZ shown in Figure 4 and described at page 14, lines 3-
23. W find the Exam ner’s position is reasonable on its face
and has not been chal | enged.

Accordi ngly, we sustain the rejection of clains 40, 41,
61, 64-66, 68, 69 and 76-77 over Nopp in view of Havel.
1. dainms 62, 63, 67 and 73 stand rejected over Nopp in view

of Havel and further in viewof Iwai. These clains are not

argued separately with any specificity, therefore, they stand
or fall with independent clainms 61 and 69. Applicant has

wai ved any specific argunents as to these dependent clains by
failing to raise themin his brief to the board. See Becton

Di cki nson & Co.

v. CR Bard, Inc., 922 F.2d 792, 800, 17 USPQ2d 1097, 1103

(Fed. Cir. 1990) (“[We see no reason to depart fromthe sound

practice

21
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that an issue not raised by an appellant in its opening
brief . . . is waived.”).

Appel l ant’ s sol e argunent (found on page 6 of the brief)
for overturning this rejection is:

Iwai et al does not show or suggest appellant’s

color transform ng neans recited in clains 61 and 69

and since clains 62, 63, 67 and 73 depend from one

of clains 61 and 69, they are |ikew se allowabl e

over the conbination of Nopp, Havel and Iwai et al,

whet her taken alone or in conbination for the

reasons stated above with respect to clains 61 and

69.
Once again, Appellant nakes the m stake of attacking the
teachings of Iwai individually, rather than in conbination
with the teachings of Nopp and Havel. Merck, 800 F.2d at
1097, 231 USPQ at 380; Keller, 642 F.2d at 426, 208 USPQ at
882. As discussed above, Nopp as nodified by Havel teaches
the clained color transform ng neans. Iwai further teaches
addi tional elenents of certain dependent clains. Therefore,
Appel I ant’ s argument i s unpersuasive.

Even if the clainms were argued separately, however, they

woul d have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art in

light of the teachings of Iwai conbined with the previously

22
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di scussed teachings of Nopp and Havel for the reasons stated

by

the Examner. Cains 67 and 73 depend fromclains 61 and 69

respectively, and further recite a “histogramforner.” |wai
expressly teaches “a chromaticity histogram generator 40"
(col. 4, lines 26-28 and Fig. 3) for use in color mapping of a
color inmage display system Because Nopp, Havel and Iwai are
all concerned with color image display systens, and nore
specifically with conversion of color data, one of ordinary
skill in the art would consider their teachings together. It
woul d have been obvious to a skilled artisan to incorporate
the circuit of Iwai into the display system of Nopp as

nodi fied by Havel in order to optimze control of hues for
better color contrast.

Clainms 62 and 63 depend fromclaim®61l and further require
that the “output of said color transform ng neans is
retrocoupled to an input of said picture nmenory” (claim62)
and the contents of the picture nenory is stored as a bit map

(claim63). Figure 1 of Iwai teaches a quantizer coupled to

23
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an input of nenory 14. Iwai’s quantizer is analogous to the
color trans- form ng neans because it selects the stored col or
data for each image (col. 4, lines 9-10). Menory or “frane
buffer 14” cor- responds to a picture nenory because it stores
the pi xel data to be witten in each |location of the frane

buffer (col. 3,

lines 27-31). Iwai also teaches that a bit mapped nenory is
conventional (col. 3, lines 27-31).

Based on the above teachings and Appellant’s failure to
argue these clains separately, the rejection of clainms 62, 63,
67 and 73 over Nopp in view of Havel and further in view of
Iwai is affirned.

[, Clains 70-72 and 74-75 stand rejected over Nopp in
view of Havel and further in view of PC Magazi ne or Staar.

These clains are not argued separately with any specificity,
therefore, they stand or fall with independent clainms 61 and
69. Applicant has waived any specific argunents as to these

dependent clains by failing to raise themin his brief to the

24
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board. See Becton Dickinson, 922 F.2d at 800, 17 USPQR2d at

1103.

Appel l ant’ s sol e argunent (found on page 6 of the brief)

for overturning this rejection is:

Appel  ant submts that neither Staar or PC nmagazi ne
teach or suggest the color transform ng nmeans
recited in clainms 61 and 69. Cdains 70-72, 74 and
75 depend fromone of clains 61 and 69 and are
therefore all owabl e over the Nopp, Havel, PC
Magazi ne and Staar for the reasons stated above with
respect to clains 61 and 69.

As di scussed above, this argunent fails because it attacks

the teachings of the references individually, rather than in

conbi nation. Merck, 800 F.2d at 1097, 231 USPQ at 380;

Kel | er,
642 F.2d at 426, 208 USPQ at 882. The clainmed col or
transf orm ng
nmeans i s taught by Nopp as nodified by Havel. PC Magazi ne and
Staar further teach additional elenents of certain dependent
clains. Therefore, Appellant’s argunent is unpersuasive.

Even if the clainms were argued separately, however, they

woul d have been obvious for the reasons stated by the
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examner. Cains 70-72 and 74 all depend fromclaim69 and
further recite a detector responsive to a nuneric digit
(claim70), capital character (clains 71 and 74), character
sequence, end of line or space (claim72). Staar expressly
teaches a capital letter detector for a text display (col. 4,
lines 10-29 and Fig. 2). The PC Magazine article teaches that
changing the color of a character in a text display systemis
wel | known (page 160, m ddle colum, |ines 7-15). These
references are directed to highlighting certain characters
depending on their position or type, rather than content, as
recited in claim69. Both Staar and PC Magazi ne are directed
to the problem of making such characters nore visible in a
color display. Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the art
seeking to create contrast in a video display would have

consi dered these references as well as Nopp

and Havel. Together, the teachings of Staar and PC Magazi ne
woul d have suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art
i ncorporating a detector for different character types in the

vi sual display system of Nopp, as nodified by Havel.
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Claim75 depends indirectly fromclaim®6l and further
recites that in “said first state the total nunber of
di spl ayed colors is less than in said second state.” Caim75
is not argued separately and woul d have been obvi ous over the
conbi ned teachi ngs of Nopp and Hovel for the reasons discussed
above.

Based on the above teachings and Appellant’s failure to
argue these clains separately, the rejection of clainms 70-72
and 74-75 over Nopp in view of Havel and further in view of PC

Magazi ne or Staar is affirned.

CONCLUSI ON
In view of the foregoing, we affirmthe decision of
the Exam ner rejecting clainms 40, 41, 61-68 and 75 under
35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first paragraph and clains 40, 41, and 61-77

under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in con-

nection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR § 1.136.
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JOHN C. MARTI N )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
BOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge | NTERFERENCES

Rl CHARD TORCZON
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